I. INTRODUCTION
Students of federalism have long recognized that citizens in a federal system can "vote with their feet" by moving from one jurisdiction to another.' Those oppressed or harmed by the policies of one regional government can improve their lot by moving to another. Such "exit rights" are an important alternative to traditional "voice"-based political participation through voting.
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In a classic 1956 article, Charles Tiebout pointed out that foot voting can also help citizens find jurisdictions that more closely approximate their preferred mix of taxes and public services.
3 While foot voting cannot work perfectly so long as there are moving costs, 4 it does enable many people to choose which jurisdiction to live in and thereby decide which policies they wish to live under. However, scholars have so far failed to systematically consider the implications of foot voting and the Tiebout model for international migration. Although much research addresses the economic and human rights issues raised by movement across international boundaries, there has been very little discussion of its utility as a form of political participation through exit rights. Some scholars have argued for stronger international migration rights on deontological moral grounds.
5 Others advocate such changes because they are likely to greatly increase the well-being of migrants from repressive and underdeveloped societies, and also provide economic benefits to the societies that take them in. 6 Two economists have recently considered the implications of the Tiebout model for empirical explanations of international migration induced by fiscal policy differences between nations in the European Union. 7 The existing literature has not, however, addressed the full normative implications of the Tiebout model and foot voting for migration between nation-states more generally.
In this article, I make a tentative effort to plug this hole in the literature. I suggest that the benefits of international foot voting may well be much larger than those of free movement within national borders. Part II briefly summarizes the theory of foot voting and its potential benefits. I focus particularly on the use of exit rights as a form of political participation by which migrants can more effectively choose the public policies under which they live. Crucial benefits of political participation through exit rights include the matching of public policy to diverse preferences, the creation of an outlet for local political minorities and discriminated-against groups, competition between jurisdictions for migrants, and improved incentives for information acquisition relative to traditional ballot box voting.
In Part III, I show how these benefits are potentially much greater for international migration than for domestic migration within advanced democracies. Public policies differ far more across nations than within national boundaries. Free international migration therefore provides a much greater potential range of options for migrants than domestic movement. In addition, international migration may be the only feasible form of political choice for the hundreds of millions of people who live under undemocratic governments. For these unfortunate individuals, emigration may be the only means they have for choosing the public policies they wish to live under, short of violent revolution.
Part IV considers some possible implications for migration law. Current international law requires nations to allow their citizens free exit, but does not require free entrance except in extremely limited circumstances. Unfortunately, the frequent denial of entry rights greatly undercuts the value of exit rights. To reap the full benefits of international foot voting, barriers to entry should be reduced. I do, however, suggest one set of situations in which the theory of foot voting may in some instances justify restricting rights of entry: cases where free migration might undermine the very policies that make the nation in question attractive to migrants in the first place.
The considerations advanced in this paper do not provide a comprehensive theory of international migration rights. They also do not prove that either international or domestic law should require completely open borders. A full analysis would require a comprehensive balancing of the benefits of free migration against its costs. The advantages of foot voting do, however, provide an important consideration in favor of opening borders more than might otherwise be desirable.
II. THE BENEFITS OF FOOT VOTING
Standard theories of federalism outline several major advantages of foot voting through free migration between jurisdictions. Here, I focus on three that are particularly relevant to international migration: the ability to satisfy diverse public policy preferences, competition between jurisdictions for migrants, and the protection of politically weak local minorities. In my own work, I have also emphasized the advantages of foot voting as a means of political participation that supplements ballot box voting, and is in some ways superior to it.
A. Satisfying Diverse Public Policy Preferences
There is great divergence among Americans in their public policy preferences. Some may prefer a combination of extensive government services and high taxes, others prefer low taxes and low spending levels. Still others prefer a middle way. Federalism can help satisfy such diverse preferences even in the absence of interstate migration. 8 If, for example, liberals are concentrated in one region and conservatives in another, states in those respective regions can pursue divergent policies, thereby allowing members of both groups to live under a set of policies more closely approximating their preferences. 464-68 (2002) (making this point and summarizing the diversity rationale for federalism).
9. For brief summaries of the diversity rationale for federalism, see WALLACE E. OATES, FISCAL FEDERALISM 11-13 (1972) 89, 106-07 (2004) .
Free migration greatly increases the ability of a federal system to satisfy diverse voter preferences. In the absence of mobility, voters who find themselves in a political minority within their jurisdiction may have to wait for years or decades before they get the opportunity to live under their preferred policies; in the extreme case, their time might never come. With the exit option, they can achieve their policy goals far more quickly.
Free migration can also ensure that a higher percentage of the population reside in a jurisdiction relatively close to their preferred policies. Absent migration, only local political majorities are likely to have their preferences satisfied, though some minority groups might be able to win concessions on their preferred issues through logrolling within the locally dominant political coalition. With migration, political "losers" in one area could potentially become "winners" by moving elsewhere. Recognition of this kind of policy "sorting" was one of the key insights of Tiebout's classic article, which showed that free migration can enable citizens to move to choose the jurisdiction that most closely fits their level of demand for local public goods. '0 The point can also be extended to the demand for government programs that provide private goods as well, such as education and various social programs.
Obviously, as Tiebout pointed out in his original article, the efficacy of migration as a tool for satisfying diverse preferences is limited by the existence of moving costs and by constraints imposed by career needs." Nonetheless, the potential for better satisfying diverse public policy preferences is a major advantage of free migration within a federal system.
B. Competition Between Jurisdictions
The benefits of free migration are heightened by the possibility of competition between jurisdictions for residents. State and local governments have incentives to attract productive workers and taxpayers to their jurisdictions in order to increase tax revenue and economic growth. This in turn gives them incentives to compete with each other to satisfy potential migrants' policy preferences. Review, Vol. 73, Iss. 4 [2008] , Art. 13 https://scholarship.law.missouri.edu/mlr/vol73/iss4/13 policy diversity by strengthening subnational governments' incentives to tailor their policies to the specific preferences of citizens. Not only does "voting with your feet" have a demand side generated by the desires of potential migrants, it also has a supply side created by the needs of revenue-seeking governments.
The mechanism is imperfect. It may not always trump other considerations that may divert the efforts of state governments -such as the need to satisfy the demands of local constituencies. It also may not give states incentives to attract migrants who consume more public services than they add to the state's revenue. Nonetheless, it does provide a strong incentive for states to cater to the needs of at least a large portion of the population, thereby enhancing migrants' ability to effectively vote with their feet. In some cases even migrants who don't "pay for themselves" may be attractive to states if providing for their needs attracts others who do add to revenue.' 3 For example, providing for the needs of children (who usually don't pay taxes) may attract taxpaying parents. Despite some limitations, interstate mobility helps promote beneficial competition for migrants.
C. Protection for Oppressed Local Minorities
Exit options are particularly valuable for oppressed local minorities. In many parts of the world, regional racial, ethnic, or religious minorities suffer repression and discrimination at the hands of regional governments controlled by other groups. Migration to other parts of the country with less oppressive policies is an important safety valve for minority groups in this predicament.
In American history, the most important example of this phenomenon was the migration of numerous Southern blacks to the North during the era of Jim Crow segregation. Between 1880 and 1920, some 1 million southern blacks migrated to the North, eventually accounting for more than 10 percent of the black population of the United States, which stood at just over 10 ralism, 37 J. ECON. LITERATURE 1120 , 1134 -37 (1999 Second-Best World, 86 GEO. L.J. 201 (1997) . However, it is important to note that this latter article does not deny the benefits of citizen mobility across jurisdictions. Indeed, the authors decry insufficient mobility as a constraint on the effectiveness of interstate competition. Id. at 233-34, 274-75. 13. McGinnis & Somin, supra note 9, at 108. million at the end of this period.1 4 Although much of this migration was motivated by the availability of job opportunities in the North, the desire to escape Jim Crow oppression by southern state governments was also an important contributing factor. 5 A 1917 NAACP publication noted that migration north was "the most effective protest against Southern lynching, lawlessness, and general deviltry." ' 1 6 There are comparable examples in other parts of the world.
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Interregional migration by minority groups seeking to escape repressive government policies is simply an extreme example of Tiebout sorting. Protection of minority groups against discrimination and repression is a local public good for members of the group that regional governments can provide. However, the stakes involved in the provision of these benefits are much greater than those of the more conventional government services that we normally associate with the Tiebout model.
D. Exit Rights and Incentives to Acquire Political Information
In addition to its more direct benefits, foot voting also has the additional advantage of providing stronger incentives for information acquisition than conventional ballot box voting. As compared to ballot box voting, foot voting provides much stronger incentives for citizens to acquire enough information to make good decisions about the policies they wish to live under.
Scholars have long recognized that most citizens have little or no political knowledge.! 8 An individual voter has virtually no chance of influencing the outcome of the election -less than 1 in 100 million in the case of a modem U.S. presidential election. As a result, the incentive to accumulate political knowledge is vanishingly small so long as the only reason for doing so is to cast a "better" vote. Even highly intelligent and perfectly rational citizens could choose to devote little or no effort to the acquisition of political knowledge. They are "rationally ignorant."
The theory of rational ignorance implies that most citizens will acquire little or no political knowledge and that they will often make poor use of the knowledge they do acquire. Since there is very little incentive to acquire political knowledge for purposes of being a "better" voter, most of the political knowledge that citizens do acquire is likely to be obtained for other reasons, such as entertainment or the desire to confirm preexisting prejudices. Some of these extraneous motives for acquiring political information are inimical to rational, unbiased analysis of evidence and lead to flawed and severely biased voter decisions. Economist Bryan Caplan calls this "rational irrationality.
' 21 Because there is so little chance that any individual voter's unbiased analysis of political information will actually impact an election, it is rational for most to subordinate the goal of facilitating rational judgment to other objectives.
Foot voting, by contrast, offers very different incentives. Because each migrant's decision to move or stay is individually decisive, she has strong incentives to acquire the information she needs to make an informed choice. She also has more motivation than foot voters do to consider the information she acquires in an objective manner. Thus, at least from the standpoint of acquiring and analyzing information, foot voting may often be a more effective way of choosing government policies than ballot box voting.
22
The case of early twentieth century African-American migrants from the South to the North dramatically illustrates the informational benefits of foot voting. Although a high percentage of the migrants were illiterate or poorly educated, they nonetheless acquired sufficient information to determine that conditions for them were likely to be better in the North and to act on it. 23 Some scholars argue that political ignorance is relatively unimportant because voters can offset their ignorance by resorting to "information shortcuts" and heuristics. 24 For example, voters can rely on cues from betterinformed opinion leaders to make their decisions, or rely on the reputation of 25 It is impossible to do justice to this debate here. For present purposes, it is enough to note that, even though shortcuts can sometimes be effective, foot voting still offers better incentives to acquire and rationally evaluate information than ballot box voting. Relative to ballot box voters, foot voters have stronger incentives to choose the right information shortcuts and use them effectively. Information shortcuts, at best, reduce the cost of acquiring and processing knowledge; rarely will they eliminate it completely. So long as the cost of acquiring and using political information is positive and significant, foot voting is likely to have informational advantages over ballot box voting.
Foot voting by no means provides perfect incentives for information acquisition. It also has the significant disadvantage of moving costs, which are much higher than the relatively small cost of going to the polls on election day. Nonetheless, its informational benefits are an important advantage that is often overlooked. While that factor does not by itself prove that foot voting should replace ballot box voting entirely, it does suggest that foot voting can be a valuable supplement to it.
III. INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION AS FOOT VOTING
The major benefits of domestic foot voting are likely to be much greater in the case of international migration. International foot voting creates a far wider choice of government policies for potential migrants, increases the scope of competition for migrants, helps provide protection for more severely oppressed groups, and potentially alleviates much more serious political information problems. Underlying all of these points is the crucial fact that a large portion of the world's population lives under the rule of nondemocratic governments. For most of them, foot voting is the only way they have to choose the government policies they wish to live under, short of violent revolution.
A. Foot Voting and the Prevalence of Nondemocratic Governments
Despite the spread of democracy in the late twentieth century, 26 the majority of the world's people still live under nondemocratic governments.
25. Somin, supra note 18, at 9-15; Ilya Somin, Voter Ignorance and the Democratic Ideal, 12 CRITICAL REv. 413, 419-38 (1998) (1991) (discussing the spread of democracy in this period).
Some 103 of the world's 193 nations are rated either "Not Free" or only "Partly Free" according to Freedom House's annual survey of political freedom around the world. These states contain roughly one half of the world's population.
The ordinary citizens of nondemocratic nations generally exercise little or no influence over government policy. Short of armed rebellion, they usually cannot force a transition to democracy or otherwise compel political elites to heed their desires. Obviously, many states do undergo relatively peaceful transitions to democracy. But this process often takes years or decades. Moreover, many nations lack the necessary social and political preconditions for a successful transition to occur. 28 Even in cases where the needed preconditions are present, a repressive government can use its control of the armed forces and secret police to delay or prevent democratization. Overthrowing such a government may require armed intervention by outside powers or a bloody revolution. These options may prove to be infeasible because of their high costs. In some cases, the "switching" costs of overthrowing a dictatorship may be prohibitive, either because they are genuinely greater than the benefits or because the costs would have to be borne by outside powers who would not reap the benefits and have no way of extracting payment for their "services" from the beneficiaries.
29 Indeed, effective repression can often prevent most citizens from actively opposing a repressive government even if the government's policies are highly unpopular. 3°I n most cases, it is much easier to provide citizens of nondemocratic states with migration rights than to replace their governments with functioning democracies. Even many very repressive governments, such as China, allow relatively free emigration rights for their citizens. Free emigration does not threaten the rulers' authority anywhere near as much as democratization does; they are therefore less likely to resist it. In some cases, they may even favor it, if doing so rids them of members of a disliked ethnic or religious minority group. For many of the three billion people who still live under authoritarian governments, exit rights are their only realistic hope for a chance to be able to influence the policies they live under. Unlike residents of democratic states, they cannot rely on ballot box voting. Since not everyone can emigrate, exit rights are far from a perfect substitute for democratization. But they are often the best available alternative to democratization that is neither impossible nor politically infeasible.
B. Benefits of International Foot Voting
Even aside from the lack of ballot box alternatives in many countries, international foot voting has many of the same benefits as free domestic migration. In many ways, the advantages are actually likely to be greater in the international case.
Satisfying Diverse Public Policy Preferences
Just as with domestic migration, international migration can be used to satisfy diverse public policy preferences. The potential benefits from international migration are, however, much greater. There is far more policy diversity across nations than within them. The policies of the most conservative American state arguably differ less from those of the most liberal one than either does from a left-wing European nation such as Sweden. And the U.S.-Sweden divergence in turn pales in comparison to that between either of these countries and most authoritarian governments in the Third World. Free international migration therefore opens up a much wider range of options than free internal migration -even in a large and relatively diverse nation such as the United States.
Interjurisdictional Competition
There is far less literature on interjurisdictional competition for international migrants than for domestic ones in a federal system. 32 Nonetheless, it is clear that some nations have in fact tried to adjust their policies in order to reduce "brain drain" of talented workers, especially to the United States. Some have also adopted policies to attract skilled workers. 34 Many countries have historically sponsored guest-worker programs in order to attract unskilled workers during labor shortages. 35 The resulting wage gains for the workers are often extremely large.
36
Overall, freer international migration could stimulate interjurisdictional competition that increases the utility of foot voting in much the same way domestic freedom of movement does in a federal system. The potential benefits are potentially far larger because there are so many more options for international migrants than domestic ones and because of the very large policy divergences between countries.
However, the degree of competition is to some extent limited by public hostility to immigration in many countries. In the United States and Western Europe, a combination of economic concerns and hostility towards cultural outsiders has led to increased public opposition to immigration. 37 Economist Bryan Caplan shows that public attitudes towards immigration and international trade are infected by "antiforeign bias" that causes much of the public to systematically overestimate the harm caused by migrants and understate the benefits. 38 Therefore, to fully reap the benefits of interjurisdictional competition for migrants, these anti-immigration attitudes will have to be overcome. Otherwise, governments' incentives to compete for migrants will be significantly curtailed, or even reversed.
Even if anti-foreign bias cannot be overcome, there are still important incentives for international competition. In particular, hostility to immigrants does not impede states' desire to retain their current valuable residents by reducing the relative benefits of moving abroad. Even if the potential receiving countries are not making any special effort to attract migrants, potential sending countries fear the possible "brain drain" of valuable workers and taxpayers who may vote with their feet for jurisdictions that have adopted attractive policies for reasons unrelated to a desire to attract immigrants. Moreover, public opposition to immigration is partly counterbalanced by lobbying on the part of employers seeking to obtain new sources of labor, and interest groups with a stake in expanding the tax base. Finally, even if only a few nations are making deliberate efforts to compete for migrants at any one time, that may still offer potential emigrants a much wider range of options than is likely to exist in any domestic federal system. Because of the existence of strong public hostility to immigration in many advanced nations, their governments often have less incentive to compete for international migrants than for domestic ones. Such competition as does occur, however, is potentially far more beneficial than domestic interjurisdictional competition.
Protection for Oppressed Minority Groups
Oppressed regional minorities in some developed democracies have bettered their lots through internal migration. But international migration can potentially alleviate far more of this type of harm. Numerous governments engage in extensive repression of ethnic, religious and other types of minority groups. Often, the repression exceeds anything found in liberal democratic states. In the most extreme (but far from unknown) cases, genocide and mass murder have led to the deaths of over 200 million people during the past century. 39 Lesser but still severe forms of group repression also abound under authoritarian and totalitarian governments. Notwithstanding the costs of migration, it is clear that many of the victims of group repression would be vastly better off if they had the opportunity to emigrate. Historically, many immigrants to the United States and other Western nations have come because of group repression in their home countries. The point is sufficiently clear as to not require much elaboration: free international migration can provide enormous benefits through giving oppressed groups the opportunity to flee the rule of their oppressors.
Obviously, migration is not an option for all victims of repression. Some may be unable or unwilling to emigrate even if there were no legal barriers to doing so. Nonetheless, the gains from enabling even a relatively small percentage of these victims to make use of exit rights are potentially large.
International Migration and Information Acquisition
International foot voting has the same information acquisition advantages over traditional ballot box voting as does domestic migration. However, 39 . See generally R. J. RUMMEL, DEATH BY GOVERNMENT (1994) (compiling the data).
there are two relevant differences. First, as already discussed, 40 many international migrants do not even have a ballot box voting option, since they live under nondemocratic governments.
Second, even for residents of relatively democratic societies in the underdeveloped world, political ignorance may be an even more serious problem than it is for voters. in wealthy democratic nations. Some 18% of the world's population over the age of 15 is illiterate, a circumstance that makes information acquisition far more difficult. 41 Even some scholars who believe that political ignorance is not a serious problem in the United States argue that it does undermine democratic accountability in less developed societies. For citizens with very low education levels, rational political ignorance may be an even more severe impediment to effective ballot box voting than it is for the relatively more educated residents of wealthier societies.
Obviously, low education may reduce information acquisition for foot voting purposes as well. However, the latter information is often obtained through word of mouth and other mechanisms that rely less on formal education than does political knowledge acquisition. Historically, even poor and illiterate populations have often acquired sufficient information to migrate long distances in order to reach a nation with more favorable government policies.
43

C. The Problem of Migration Costs
Partly offsetting the relative benefits of international migration are its greater movement and cultural adjustment costs. International migration generally involves a longer and more expensive journey than domestic migration. This difficulty, however, has been partly negated by the reduction of transportation costs in the modem world. The income gains Third World workers accrue from moving to a First World state are vastly greater than the cost of transport. 44 A Mexican worker immigrating to the U.S., for example,
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can expect a permanent two to six-fold increase in his or her wages. 
COUNCIL OF ECON. ADVISERS, ECONOMIC REPORT OF THE PRESIDENT 191 (2007).
MISSOURI LAWREVIEW
Linguistic and cultural adjustment costs may sometimes be much higher than transportation expenses. Not all potential migrants are willing to accept such costs, and some will therefore be deterred from moving. Historically, a significant number of immigrants to the United States have eventually returned to their countries of origin because of assimilation problems. 46 For the many migrants who are willing to bear the cost of cultural and linguistic adjustment, however, international migration potentially offers far more (and often better) options than purely domestic migration.
IV. IMPLICATIONS FOR MIGRATION LAW
The benefits of international foot voting provide a rationale for expanding international migration rights. Current international law protects emigration rights, but provides very little protection for the right to enter a country. Foot voting would be much more effective with expanded entry rights.
A. Migration Rights Under Current International Law
The importance of migration rights is partly recognized by current international law. Human rights treaties such as the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights recognize a right to emigration. 47 However, this "right to leave" has not been coupled with an equally strong right to enter. Indeed, recent political trends have seen renewed efforts to curtail "illegal" entry into the United States, Australia, and Western Europe. Unfortunately, the right to leave may have little value for potential migrants who have nowhere to go.
Current international law, such as the 1951 Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees, requires states to refrain from expelling migrants only if the refugees in question have a "well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group or political opinion.' 4 8 This approach is also followed in U.S. refugee law, and in that of European Union states. See, e.g., Sael v. Ashcroft, 386 F.3d 922, 924 (9th Cir. 2004 ) (summarizing U.S. law). For a summary of European Union law, see Rosemary Byrne et al., to potential immigrants who have suffered the adverse effects of harmful government policies without being specifically targeted for "persecution" on the basis of any of the above categories. For example, a citizen of an oppressive society cannot claim the right to enter the United States or the EU "merely" because the absence of free political debate in his country leads to the enactment of harmful government policies that reduce his or her well-being. He must prove that he has been specifically targeted for persecution because of his opposition to the government. Similarly, the law allows states to deny entry to "economic" migrants -even if their poverty is in large part due to flawed policies enacted by their home governments.
Moreover, even in democratic states, domestic political processes are unlikely to give full weight to the interests of potential immigrants. By definition, such people are not yet citizens, do not have the right to vote, and are unlikely to be able to exercise political influence in other ways. Thus, political leaders can neglect their interests -or even falsely blame them for alleged "harms" that they have not caused 50 -with relatively little fear of political retribution. It is thus not surprising that anti-immigrant political movements have flourished in both the United States and several European nations in recent years, while parties seeking to increase immigration are rare.
B. Democracy, Foot Voting, and the Case for an Expanded Right to Entry
From the standpoint of promoting foot voting, the distinction between victims of "persecution" and other potential migrants makes little sense. Even potential migrants who have not been personally targeted for persecution on the basis of race, religion or political beliefs may still suffer the ill effects of oppressive or misguided government policies. For example, repression of the right to freedom of speech and political organization affects not only would-be speakers, but also all other citizens of the society in question, who are forced to live under a political process that they have no power to influence.
Similarly, "economic" migrants are in many cases fleeing poverty that is in large part caused by the flawed policies of the governments they live under. Development economists recognize that most poor countries could generate rapid economic growth by adopting appropriate policies. 5 and by integrating the nation in question more closely with the world economy. 53 All too often, migrants who are fleeing generally adverse economic and political conditions are no less victims of their governments than those who have been targeted for individualized "persecution" of the sort currently recognized as grounds for asylum rights by international law.
Previous scholars have argued for stronger international migration rights on a variety of grounds. 54 This Article highlights an additional and generally ignored advantage of migration rights: the opportunity to strengthen democratic accountability by enabling more people to "vote with their feet" against repressive or dysfunctional governments in their home societies. As in the case of domestic federal systems, international foot voting allows citizens greater choice over the government policies they live under, and may force states to adopt better policies in order to prevent skilled migrants and valuable taxpayers from departing.
Unlike many other types of international law, a right to free migration does not significantly undermine the abilit of democratic states to adopt diverse approaches to various policy issues.
States with free entry and exit rights can still enact a wide range of different policies, so long as they do not inhibit freedom of movement. Indeed, as scholars of domestic federalism have emphasized, freedom of movement might stimulate policy innovation by governments, as they compete for economically valuable migrants. 
C. Limitations of the Analysis
The foot voting argument does not necessarily justify an absolute "open borders" international law norm. Even in combination with the moral and economic case for free migration rights, it may not outweigh all possible justifications for restricting immigration in particular instances. Indeed, the theory of international foot voting actually provides a novel rationale for limits on migration: in some extreme cases, free migration could actually undermine liberal democratic government, thereby eliminating the very political system that made immigration appealing to begin with. For example, it is theoretically possible that the rapid in-migration of a large group hostile to liberal democracy could result in the election of a governing party that would undermine the very liberties that make the country in question attractive to immigrants in the first place. In such a scenario, restrictions on immigration may be necessary to maintain democratic government despite the very real 57 harms that they cause.
The importance of foot voting does not provide a comprehensive blueprint for international migration law. Other potential objections to free migration that are not considered here include concerns about the preservation 58 5
of national cultures and "brain drain" claims. 59 It does, however, provide an important and generally overlooked consideration in favor of broadening international rights to entry and exit. At the very least, we should consider the possibility of enacting much stronger entry rights for migrants fleeing states with nondemocratic governments where foot voting is the only practicable way for most citizens to choose the government policies they wish to live under.
V. CONCLUSION
The Tiebout model and the theory of foot voting point to several underemphasized advantages of free international migration. At the same time, they cannot and do not provide a comprehensive account of optimal migration rights. The latter would require a much broader consideration of the relevant costs and benefits. Foot voting is far from the only relevant issue 57. I do not believe that either the United States or most European nations are currently faced with such a threat. I mention it merely as a theoretical possibility that could justify restrictions on immigration. There may, however, be real world examples of the phenomenon. For example, the tiny Baltic states probably could not allow unlimited immigration from neighboring Russia without running into this kind of problem.
58. See, e.g., PRrrCHETT, supra note 6, at 99 (noting that this concern is the politically "most important" objection to free migration rights).
59. involved. But it does hold great potential for empowering some of the world's poorest and most oppressed people -protecting them from persecution and enabling them to choose the policies they wish to live under. At the very least, foot voting should be a more important part of the debate over international migration rights than it has been so far.
